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Knowledge of the BC.A's business 
Meeldn is aware "at a hi h level', of what section does and the impo1tanoe of it. -

Meeldn reviewed those repo1is 
and asked questions about them during their oheok-in meetings. 

Meekin' s perceived strengths 
Meekin is pleasant, friendly, and a: good communicator. He is able to bridg~ between teohnioal 
and business concepts in conversations with non-technical people, He is responsive and "really 
personable. n 

Meekin'~eived weaknesses -
Ovetall, - believes that Meeldn does not ask the right questions about matters under his 
charge, •and is not willing to be proven wrong. Meekin Hseemed pretty confident" in what he 
knew, but was not aware of gaps in his own knowledge and did not seem to be on the lookout for 
them. 

One example of this arose when it came time for the B CA to test the system they developed for 
relaying data from MNLARS to their law enforcement and criminal justice customers. -
knows there are quirks and e1·rors in DVS data; they were introduoed into the system over time, 
such as when data fields in the legacy system were 1·epurposed. -wanted to test the BCA's 
system for relaying ittfot1natio. ~sing "real data" from DVS, not with sample data that had 
been loaded into the system. - acknowledges that using real data might not be a best 
practice in the IT world, but defends • p1'efe1·enoe hY, explaining th0;~ded test 
conditions that included the errors and quirks inherent in the actual system. - Meekin 
was "adamant'' that they us~ "test data)) instead,46 - Meeldn ''were unwilling to change 
thefr appl'oach in the face of reality.'' 

Toward the end of.2016, ·Meeldn l'elented and allowed BCA to test-llsing real data. BCA 
obtained access to this data :in December of that yea1•, At that time, they believed 1v.lNLARS 
would be going into production in Feb1'Ua1y, so the BCA was left with a corn.pressed timeframe 
to complete the testing. Becatise the launch ended up being delayed, the BCA had time to catalog 
defects in the system and put them into the backlog for the MNLARS wo11c. In the end, the 
dispute over data resulted in wasted time and resources: BCA had started testing using the test 

, data, and then had to repeat the testing process once they had aocess to production data. -
approximates that two people each spent two weeks doing wo1k that ultimately had· to be 
repeated, 
Anothet weakness Meekin showed was an inability to adapt his management style. Meeldn · 
prefers to be hands .. off and manage pmjects :from a high level. With lv.lNLARS, he did not "dive 
in'' when he should have. - is leading a technology project now and understands• needs 
to get down :into the weeds to verify that what people al'e telling • is co1·rect. Meekin was under 
the impression that eve1-ything about MNLARS was on track when clea1'ly it was not. 

46 -provided the following additional b·aokgl'ound: Around 2011 01· 2012, the BCA created a new system for 
law enforcement customers to access driver and vehicle data. In the course of doing so, BCA discovered "all kinds 
of data oddities/1 due in part to people 1·epurposing data fields over time, BCA developed an app1·eclation fo1• the 
"craziness" in11erent in the data in the DVS systems. BCA believed it imperative to test MNLARS using production 
data (i.e., "real data'') so these problems could be identi:fied and addressed before the system went live. 
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It was clear that Meeldn accepted vision for 
and decisions about t e project without question. Meekin did not seem to be open to hearing 
ooncems about - , F1·om - pe1'spective, there were many good people on the 
MNLARS team who we1'e not being heard. 

Meekin's tune was split between DPS and DOC. He likely did not have enough time to 
adequately serve both 01·ganizations. He needed to be involved in MNLARS. Meekin may not 
have realized that he was struggling to keep up with both organizations, but should have, and 
should have worked to remedy the situation. 

Delivering customer satisfaction 
-views Meeldn as being "pretty hands off> .in te1-ms of delivering customer satisfaction. He 
was not pl'oactive, but would p1·ovide assistance to - if• asked, 

~~~ ' 

The investigator contacted - on Januaty 16, '2018 after an~ fo1• Sogeti infonned 
that the company woul~ not agree to inte1views of its personnel. - relayed information • has received ~om Sogeti about its role in and quality assuran~e woi1c on the 1Y.INLAR8. 
ptoject. 

Sogeti pel'Sonnel have rep011:ed to that they were told by MNLARS 
management not to run ce11:ain types of tests, which went agamst thefr pl'Ofessional judgment. 

Documents referring to testing 
A Minnesota Le islator made a request for all doouments pe1taining to testing on the lv.INLARS 
roject. 1·eviewed the responsive docunients, One was a summary prepared by_ 

of Sogeti desol'ibing the wo1'k the company had performed, It stated at page fou1· that 
the QA team was told not to do proper testing before the Jv.INLARS l'elease for a pel'iod equating 
to a few months or so. - provided this document to the investigat01-.48 

47 - indicated that the BCA had not asked fol' MNLARS to do anything new or differentthan the legaoy system 
ha'daoiie., but instead wanted to make sure that law enforcement customers had essential :funotionality available to 
them when the product was released, 
48 This document is included as an exhibitio this report. 
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Sogeti's ~t about non ... inclusion 
Meekin- did not seek input from Sogeti during the ~o decision-making pl'Ocess 
pri01· to the launch of lvINLARS, Sogeti has complained to - that QA was not given a 
"seat at the decision .. maldng table like a tmsted partne1·,,, and felt that its contributions to the 
project were not valued. 

-explained that it is not uncommon lnthe IT wol'ld to hear QA people complain about 
_ ~fod like "second .. class citizens.>' -estimates that it is likely that half of So getP s 

clients "don't give them a proper seat at th~The irony here., however, was that :MNLARS 
invested heavily in QA services, with a high 1·atio of QA personnel to development personnel. 
MNLARS was paying on the order of $4million every six months on QA, and Sogeti wanted to 
provide helpful input. It made no sense to invest so heavily in QA and then not listen to the:ir 
concerns: "To have an army·oftesters and not use them 01· listen to them is we:il.'d.', 

Leadership and management style . . · 
-has learned that there were a lot of techn.ical ch~at arose while the project was 
underway that people brought to the attention of Meekin-. The impressions of the team 
members have been consistent acl'Oss the board: When they brought up problems, Meeldn and 
- generally 1;esponded by b1·ushing them aside, '.and Paul would tell thetn not to worry 
about it.,, The perception from the team is that Meeldn and-did not remove obstacles, but 
avoided th.em, They "became good at shoving things under the t'Ug; that's the biggest beef from 
the team,'' Sometimes Meekin. and- delegated issues to others, but then did not follow up 
to ensure that steps were take:p. to 1·esolve them. · . 

The MNLARS technical team was under the impression that MNLARS was -
1 - and. that Meeldn was ov~ant on•. Meeldn gave the impression that he did not 

want any of his decisions or - questioned, When team membe1·s taised concerns to 
Meeldn" he would say, "Asked and answered'' even though the issues had not been resolved. 
People oame to feel like they were putting their jobs on the line by continuing to raise concerns, 
so they stopped doing so. 

~sure 
- unde1·standing is that time pressure on the team became <{c1·azy'' around Apl'il or May 
of 2017, when they were told they had to get both vehicle se1-vices and ddvei· se1-vices done by 
October 2018. They began "cutting corners to the extreme.-'' The project was not doable at that 

' junctu1'~ with the resources on hand. Instead of saying they could not get it done, "they kind of 
ran in a blind panic/' · 

User acceptance testing · 
- op:ines that it was a good decision ("no way al'Ound it") to have Sogeti lead the UAT, 
even if the company reported up through the teobnical siqe of the projeot. Condu~ting user 
acceptance testing is lab01·Mintensive and requii'es a specific skill set. DVS did not have adequate 
personnel on the project to conduct the testing; DVS staff were assigned to perform testing work 
on top of their 1•egular duties and simply did not have time to accomplish all of it. One deputy 
registrar assisted with UAT, As a !'esult of the staffing situation, there was no path forwal'd for 
oompleting the testing without enlisting assistance from Sogeti. 
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- has been :involved with product testing - In • opinion, the UAT on 
M:NLARS was adequate, There were three pre .. 1'elease versions of the MNLARS code: Versions 
1, _1.1, and 1.2, There is UAT closure documentation embedded in the project, and it shows that 
there wet(;} in the order of 10 fail~d test cases out of 500. - does not know if all of those 
failU1'es we1·e closed .. out effectively, but it appea1·s the UAT was conducted. in a reasonable 
manner. 

Testing as a safety net to identify P.roblerns · · 
A consistent obset'Vation relayed to-by the lvINLARS team is that there was a lack of 
technical oversight on the development work, and the resulting pl'Oblems could have been caught 
by having an adequate QA safety net. · 

There were · problems with the Jv.1NLARS code that stemmed from inadequate technical 
ovel'sight; i.e,, there was no management layel' ensuring that consistent l'llles we1·e being applied 
across the val'ious development teams, As a result, the different development teams did things 
differently, They used different 111les for such things as oalculating fees; deadlines, and when a 
month ended. 

The root cause of the failures with lv[NLARS that was exposed after release was faulty 
progrannn:ing. Load testing would have been a critical step in catching problems with the 
underlying code. · Full 1·egression testing would have caught the logic ettors between the 
components. Fixing the errors might have delayed the 1·elease, but testing would have at least 
allowed an info1med decision about the costs and benefits of 1·eleasing l'ight away ve1·sus 
deferring, , 

- explained, "Doing these tests in the IT world are no ... brainers, and the failul'e to do them 
ate p1•ofessionally embarrassing,,, - agreed that there were a number of factors that 
weighed in favor of striving for greater certainty that MNLARS would function prope1'1y: the 
product was going out to an audience that was skeptical and would exp1'ess displeasure :in a very 
public way if it did not work; the product would change the way that deputy registrars did 
business :in a way they were likely to find unwelcome; and the deputy registrars wei'e not a 
captive audience to which DVS could mandate training. These factors magnified the downside 
risk of a bad release; and should have weighed in favor of more stringent testing, not less. 

~ . 

But on the othe1· hand, the business partner may have underestimated these risks. DPS and DVS 
claim that they rather than the deputy registrars are the experts on how the system·should wo1'k. 
DVS also claimed they were the expe11:s on how to telease a new system to the deputy 1·egistrars, 
The only thing that can be controlled on the tech side is making sure the softwal'e works when it 
goes out. · 

Load testing 
The load testing conducted pl'ior to the 1·elease was not adequate. Sogeti states that it had a state­
of .. the-art load testing system to use with the project. The system can emulate hundreds of users 
being on the system., teying to do different things with different connection speeds, Sogetl used 
this syste~ but was given an "undersized envkonment" to test. - and Meekin indicated it 
would have cost an additional $300,000 to do the testing on a "full-sized system" so decided it 

. . 
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would not be done. Sogeti identified this as a risk. The decision not to conduct full-scale load 
testing should have been reported as a project risk. 

~ression testing · · 
- has an understanding of what hiened with regard to regression testing based on the 
documents • has seen and based on debriefing sessions with people from across the 
MNLARS project. The QA teams recommended full regression testing prior to release but were 
told not to do it because of time pressure. After - gave this instruction, Sogeti escalated the 
issue to Meekin, but Meekin did not change the decision. Sogeti believed it needed to protect 
itself by documenting the advice it had given and the fact that it had not been accepted. The 
documentation consisted of meeting notes, which - has seen. - agreed to request 
these documents from Sogeti and forward them to the investigator. 

Conducting full regression testing prior to release would have tested the components as a system; 
As it was left, they were only tested on a unit basis. "Once you test the fix, you retest the entire 
system all over again on an end-to-end basis." The instructions from -and Meekin were to 
only test the components that had been worked on. 

I 

• 

I 
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• Meekin seemed to be most comfortable at the "20}000 foot level,, and did not seem to be 

interested in getting down into the weeds . 

• 

I 

I 
I 
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res onsibilities focused more on the ''day-to-day, back-office" administration of the 
agenoy, had greater responsib~l' supet'Vising Meekin,s portfolio of agencies and 
project outside of IY.JNLARS, while - did m.01·e of the check-ins with Meekin on the 
:MNLARS project. - met with Meeldn and- about onoe a month for an hour to review 
:MNLARS. 

Complex load testing · 
The investigator asked - ifl was aware that the IvINLARS team. had opted to conduct load 
testing using a "smaller" test envfronment as a cost-saving measure, - had no 1·ecollection · 
of ever hearing about this, • assumes that the tmde-offs between the costs and l'isks of using a 
sihaller test environment were issues that were pmbably discussed with the business side, but if 
there was a delibe1·ate choice to go with a system that a~dersized, the l'isks should have 
been reported up to - . Had this been bt·ought to - in all likelihood wou1d have 
001.1nseled in favo1• of dofu.g more 1'igo1·ous t°-sting before :MNLARS was released into production, 
- observed, "A lot of things show up when a system is llllder stress,'' · 

Sogeti's concern about not havin a seat at the decision making table 
After , ! learned for the first timo of SogetP s concern 
about not having a seat at the decision making ta le, Sogeti. was hired to identify risks· and what 
could go wrong, and not listening to theil' input was "a fool's errand." In the lead~up to the 
launch, - assumed that SogetPs -input had been considered, and that Sogeti would have 
signed off on the release subject to the risks ihey identified. W provided the investigator with 
status 1·eports from the MNLARS foam leading up to the launch. 

~ssion testing 
- was under the impression that the code that was being 1·eleased had been subjected to full 
regression testing, and that the testi11g continued up to the release point. "It would be 
1.l'J.'esponsible to.cease regl'ession testing in the months leading up to the release.n Ensu1ing that 
software to be released is fully tested is something that "any developer wo1th thefr salt'' would 
do, It would be unusua1 to cease regi.•ession testing, If it was discontinued, then this should have 
been tepo11:ed up to •. 

49 These status repo1ts mainly outlined prewlaunoh activities and do not shed any light on whether Sogeti's input had 
been allowed or considel'ed prior-to the July 24 release, 
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Rollback plan• 
The idea of having a 1'0llback plan was discussed and rejected, The old system was paper .. based 
and going back to it was not an option, The lack of a rollback plan created additional risk, and 
the relea~e ofMNLARS was delayed to July to give the team additional time to focus on quality. 

Tirning of Real ID 
In around Apl'il 01· May of 2017, the :MNLARS team ,was given the mission of developin~ 
ID. Before that, they were legislatively prohibited from woddng on Real ID, By that time, -
understood that much of the work on MNLARS had ah'eady been completed and the 
development teams were mainly focused on just assul'ing the quality of the product. 

Hotfi:x:es 
-was awal'e that the MNLARS team was doing quick fixes to the code in order to address 
~ms, and assumed the :fixes were subjected to full regl'ession testing before they went out. 
-does not believe one can make a bus.iness case for releasing code without full testing-a 
project actuill gains speed by slowing down and testing the code before putting 'it into 
production. came to suspect a laok of testing when releases seemed to be giving rise to 
repotts from the field of additional pl'oblems. 

Syuopsis 
The investigator contacted to explore and clarify any differences between 
"full', and "automated,, regression testing. 

Details 
The automated regression testing capabilities that had been developed within MNLARS only 
tested a fraction of the system. ('Full regl'ession testing" referred to a three-week process that 
tested a much higher percentage of the system,50 

- explained that the set of automated tests (the "automated l'egressipn suiteH) that had 
been developed fo1• MNLARS only covered about 40 to 50% of the system's "happy path," The 
term "happy path'' excludes scenarios where ·users make mistakes, something goes w1·ong, 01· 
ei'l'Or conditions arise, Thus, the automated xegression suite for lVlNLARS only tested about 12 to 
25% of all user scena1fos. Conducting automated regression testing still left 75% of the 
MNLARS system untested, The automated regression testing that the MNLARS team pe1fo11ned 
was not full l'egression testing. · 

' 

The :MNLARS team stopped doing full, manual regression testing about three months befote the 
launch. They stopped doing "mini manual regression testing'' ati:he same time, They ceased aftel' 

50 
- explained that it is a best practice to Impose a ucode :freeze" during and after full regression testing, so 

al~ to the softwal'e l1ave actually been tested when the testing cycle is com_pleted. - noted that when 

I took over :M:NLARS and imposed a code freeze, the development teams indicated that had never happened 
ore, 
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being tasked with developing Real ID, and having to split the development team, At the time the 
team shifted resources to Real ID, the I\1NLARS softwal'e was still in its "incubation'> pedod. 

Meeldn's concerns about being overburdened 
In early- to midw2017, Meeldn told - he was having difficulty covering his obligations at 
both at DPS and DOC, - told Meeldn it was "his call'' if he should continue at DOC, 
Meeldn wanted to considerfue situation fut1:her befol'e making a decision, In August 2017, 
Meekin tola - that DOC should be removed from his portfolio so he could concentrate on 
l'Y1NLARS, 

1 - sometimes attended mon~eetings that had with the MNLARS 
team to monitor the project. - received t·e_ports .in around mid-Aprll 2017 from the 
MNLARS technical team, The l'eports indicated that Release 1.0 had been through thousands of 
QA test oases, discussed the audit t'esults, and indicated at that point that the 1·elease decision was 
up to the business side. - also reviewed at least some of the audit 1•eports issued by SES, 

-was not involved in any of the discussions leading to. Go-live deci~ion; there wel'e other 
people attending those m_ eetings and- was fu.lly occupied with other duties. 1n=.July 
2017, the1·e was a meeting of the MNLARS steering committee prior to the launch, but- did 
not attend. · .. 

- at one point expressed concerns to Meeldn that there were Ha lot of consultants)' on the 
project and asked when Meekin would get .State employees involved to talce on'the wol'lc Meekin 
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and - felt they would be able to bjre more State employees once they released the first 
version of MNLARS. 

monitoring and concems 
was monitorin~ARS more Hdeeply' than -· and was .. receiving updates on a 

mol'e frequent basis, - wanted to see "how MNLARS was built.," so in mid .. 2016 -1 
convened a meeting to 1·eview the MNLARS architecture. · 

- infor~ about' concems that MNLARS was not en a in the de u re · strat·s 
~h, and~icated had communicated this concern to 
- was infol'med that some working groups were established to include deputy registra1·s. 

Communications and assumptions about testing 
Meeldn com1mmicated with :MNIT' s leadership about testing within the MNLARS project. He 
discussed the number of test cases they had mn, .the scope of the testing, and the use of an 
automated test suite, - and others in leadership positions were under the impression that full 
1'egt·ession testing had been done all the way through the project, at least o.ri. an automated basis. 
It was never oo:mmunioated to • that full regi·ession testing was not being done) and it would 
be shocking to• if it were not. The failure to do so would not be in in keeping with Iy,fNIT' s 
expectations for a project of this size and would be a departure from best practices. It is a 
fundamental best practice across the :industry to ensure a product is fully tested before 1·eleasing 
it. 

' - would be very surpl'ised to hear that the QA vendor (Sogeti) complained that was not 
given a vofoe in the release decision and that its concerns not been faoto1·ed in to the decision, 
uThe whole point of hll'ing [Sogeti] was to bl'ing in the counterbalance of testing," Pdo1· to the 
release, all indications were that the MNLARS system was good "across the board/' which 
implied that the testing pl'ofessionals had deter.mined the project was good to go, 

- did not understand there to be any limitations on the load testing that was pe1'fo1•m.ed. 
There was never any discussion about the testing environment used for load testing. It is a 
recognized best _2raotice to hE:1ve the test environment "be as close as possible'' to the real 
environment, and- assumed that was being done, If there was a deofaion t9 go with a lesser 
env.i1'0nment, the cost versus tisks involved should have been laid out in front of the business 
(DVS) to make that decision. 

The meeting 
is aware of the meeting to which this_, but I did not attend it. 

Post-release fixes 
- was aware that the .MNLARS development teams wel'e rapidly producing fixes after the 
July 24 l'elease, and assumed the had all been tested, The no1'mal practice would have been to 
t·uu regression testing, and assumed that was happening, 
Sld.pping full regression testing wou d only make sense if the system was Hin a total down state 

, a11d the1'e was nothing you could do to make it any worse,H 
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Post .. release communications 
-attended a meeting on August 21, 2017 with the commissioners from DPS and MNIT~ 
deputy 1·egistrru.·sj and legislatol's, The MNLARS team described the situation then at hand as 
involving "wo11dng through some no1mal bugs/' The registrars were saying tb.e1'e wel'e lots of 
pl'oble.tns with the system but it was getting better, and that the agencies needed to co:mrrrnnicate 
bette1· and set up a help .. desk to assist them, DPS said it would wo1·k on communications. It was 
gene1'ally a pretty positive meeting with everyone thinldng :MNLARS was headed :in a better 
direction, 

PauIMeekin 
MNIT CBTO, Department of Public Safety 
January 26, 2018 

Procedural: 
Attorney Gt·egg Corwin represented Mee1dn at his interview. Meeldn reviewed and signed a 
Tennessen warning prior to questioning, The interview began at 1:30 p.m. and concluded at 
approximately 6:45 p.m. The investigator advised Meekin at the outset that breaks would be 
taken upon request for personal necessities and that he was free to consult in p1'ivate with Mr. 
Corwin if he desired. 

Background: 
Meekin holds a bachelor's degree in in compute1· science and a mastel'' s in business 
administration. Meekin wot1ced in the info1mation technology field as a developel', architect, and 
manager before accepting a position as an IT manager at the Department of Public Safety in 
2007, He was :initially t·esponsible at DPS for supporting. smalle1· divisions~ but had no· 
involvement with the project that would late1· become known as .MNLARS, 
DPS pi•omoted Meeldn in 2009 and made him the Dfrector of .:MNLARS. In 2011, the fo1mer 
~nd Meekin became the aoting CIO. His appointment lafor becarne pennanent. 
- stepped into Meeldn' s former role as lvfNLARS Director while Meeldn focused 
on more executive duties such as consolidating IT functions within the agency, managing 
budgets., and managing vendor relationships. · 

In eal'ly 2015, MNIT was receiving p1'eSSU1'e from the Legislatut·e over the perception that there 
were too many CIOs throughout the State, To cut down on the numbel'; MNIT added DOC to 
Meekin,s portfolio., leaving him with responsibility for two of the State's four largest agencies, 
1v.INIT advised Meekin at the time that taking on DOC would not be particularly burdensome 
because it was a relatively small agency with only 50 IT employees, Meekin came to leam, 
however, that DOC was a large, complex organization, and its IT function had been undet·staffed. 

Meeldn was sprea way too 
thinly- with his responsibilities at both agencies and it '~ust about ldlled [him]." In genel'al., 
Meeldn spent two days a week at DPS, two days at DOC, and one day at :MNIT' s central office, 
Meekin brought up cctime and time againu to his leadership at MNIT that he was spread too 
thinly. In the fall of 2017, Meeldn "finally said" that lv.JNLARS was taldng up too much of his 
time, and that he could not adequately serve the Depa1tment of Col'rections. Meekin's 
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respo,nsibilities at DOC ended in Septembe1• 2017 when MNIT assigned 
serve as the agenois CBTO, 

Meekin 's appraisal of his performance with rega1•d to :MNLARS 

to 

Meekin asserts that he made the best decisions he could with regal'd to MNLARS given the 
info1mation he had and the competing 1·esponsibilities that JvlNIT placed on him. 

Meekin was dedicated to making 1v.lNLARS work and ut in 20-hour days when necessa1y, 
Meekin exe1'oised sound judgment in relying on both leadel'ship of the ptojeot and on 
the infm'.tnatio~ was supplying him. lYINIT put tbt·ough ~us selection process 
before hiring ~nd • emerged as the best-qual ed candidate. -represented that the 
MNLARS project was healthy and the availahle data pomts co1·.roborated that view. When -
discussed details with Meekin desol'i tions ali ed with what he believed to be reality. 
Meeldn received. feedback from and others, and they all gave positive 
reviews of •. In addition, DVS held demonstl:ations evel'y two weeks of new funotionalities; 
they worked great at1d the business side was pleased with the progress, 
was impressed wi~ work and mentioned taking• al'ound lv.lNIT to show others how 
to wo1·k with Agile. 

Meeldn is aware th~t some place the blame for .M.NLARS > s failings with him. Doing so is not 
fair because this was a goverrunent p1·ojeot with many laye1·s of people involved :in making and 
reviewing d~c'isions, Meekin asse11:s that it is not possible for one person to "own'' the failings in 
a project like this. Meeldn acknowledges that lv.lNLARS was 1·eleased with "too many defects/' 
but he does not bear any more responsibility for inadequate testing than any other managers or 
executives on the project. To the extent Meeldn is responsible, it is only because "the buck 
stops,, with him as the CBTO and not because of any failure on his pa1t, especially in view of the 
many demands on his time1 If Meekin el'red at all, it was in not "taking a stand" earlier to shed 
bis responsibilities for DOC so he could devote more attention to NINLARS. 

MNIT did not· give Meeldn time to focus on MNLARS. He was :instead directed to continue 
working at DPS to integrate divisions under one technology umbrella, and then was assigned 
additional responsibilities with DOC. The agencies within DPS are difficult to integrate because 
they have different missions and pd01ities, Meekin'was trying to accomplish all those things 
while also Htl.yingto run one of the largest, most visible projects in state govemment." 

Meekin asse11:s that he received inadequate support from his superiors at MNIT fo1' the MNLARS 
project in the following ways: · 

• MNIT leadership should! have relieved Meeldn from his duties at DOC ea1'1ier. Meek.in 
stated he should have talked t towa1'd the end of 2016 
about leaving the agenoy but id not do so, In the spl'ing of 2017, Meekin talked to his 
leade1·ship at MNIT. He explained he did not have enough titne to devote to DOC and 
"genuinely asked" to be relieved of l'esponsibility for the agency. 1v.t::NIT responded that it 
preferred hhn to remain in both roles fo1• a while. Towal'd the end of May 01· eal'ly June 
2017, Meeldn spoh with- about hiring someone to lead IT there, 
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• Othel'S from MNIT leadership p&rticipated in conference calls after the MNLARS 1'elease 
about pelfol'mance problems and slowdowns with the system, They should have picked 
up on the faot that the system needed more computing capacity but did not. 

• The 1v.1NIT work environment was laden with unrealistic demands, The Legislature 
imposed demands on ~T · as to titneframes, costs, and 1·esources that did not match 
reality. MNIT does not have the fmancial resources or depth of staff to develop sound 
processes, and as a result is unable to capably discharge its mission. 

Overview of Meekin 's history with l\1NLARS 
When Meeldn became the JY.INLARS Direoto1· in 2009, the CIO at Public Safety ol'dered him to 
secure a vendor to build the system. The State enteted into a contract with HP in the sp1'ing of 
2012. HP was not successful, and the contract was terminated in 2014. 

By the ti1ne the contract te1·minated, Meekin had been pl'Omoted to CIO; 
become the MNLARS Director on the technology side,· and 
:M:NLARS Directo1· on the business side, In early 2015J to 
take over th~ MNLARS technology work. Meekin' s jo as CI0~1d , wit overall 
guidanc.e. The NINLARS charter~;!E::.~~-~foeldn and - were co-executive 
sponsors of MNLARSJ and that - were 1·esponsible fo1• actually building the · 
system. 

Finalists for the positwn interviewed befot•e a panel comprised of lY.[NIT and DP 
personne and -did ve1-y well in the process. Meek.in :p.either had nor voiced any 
resel'vations aboutiiirln'- · 

Meekin's an~ different duties · 
Meekin' s duties were executive in natul'e and did not include day.;.to .. day management of 
Iv.1NLARS, - had oha1•ge of the MNLARS budget, hil'ing~ and managin ever hing 
encompassed by "the SAFe framewo1'k and methodology/_, alon with , had 
authorify over all the system architecture and technology, Meekin had 
- to receive u dates on the project. Mee1dn also sat in on monthly half-houl' chec -in 
meetings that had with Sogeti. Meekin did not have any communications with anyone 
who reported to In hindsight, Meekin is bemused that no one ever alerted him to any 
issues with the projeot. 

Oversight of Meeldn and MNLARS 
- ove1;saw 1.v.1NLARS while 
Meektn and - had check .. ~ meetings wit 
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the check .. ins included Meekin, 
Meekin clarified that 

-was 1'eoeiving 

Meekin does not 11emember when, but convened a meeting at some point to take a ccdeep 
dive" into the :M:NLARS architecture, went through a list of questions and gleaned a 
detailed understanding of how the system was designed, Meeldn does not recall -
expressing any ooncems about the "thickness'' of the system's middle layer, but Meekin 
acknowledges the system was thiok in the middle layer, 

Working with DVS in the Agile framework 
BefoteJv.INLARS, DVS had not built a major IT system in 30 years and no one from that 
division had the sldll set to lead a large technology project. Their major responsibilities were to 
make decisions about priorities, and to make decisions toward the end · of the development 
process to accept the system. Despite the division's shoit~ekin committed hhnse1f to 
delive1'ing :MNLARS. Meelcin spent a lot of time with - to help .along. -
- never developed a high degree of competenc. work, but improved a lot ove1• the course 
of the pl'oj ecj, . . 

The Agile development framework envisions that business people and developers will work 
together in l'eal time to design and develop a new system. DVS did poorly at this, Thel'e were 
periodic two-day meetings to plan the next cycle of w011(, DYS staff were supposed to come to 
these meetings with descriptions of the b11siness requfrements to be implemented dul'ing the next 
cycle, They did not do so, The p1'oject ended up in "the worst possible situation>) because 
software developers ended up making "guesses" on behalf of DVS staff to finalize the business 
requirements, 

Meekin suggests that to the extent that end users were disappointed with iv1NLARS, it was 
because the people in DVS · who were supposed to catch gaps and bugs in the system did not do 
so. There we1'e 100 days of pre-launch checlc..-ins, and nobody from the business side raised any 
ooncems dul'mgthattime about problems with the system. · · 

Management and su~on of the MNLARS technical side 
Meeldn is 01itical of-for n:ot hiring managers, but u1·ges that• failure to do so did not 
contribute to pl'oblems with the quality of the software, Meekin had ''been on - for a long 
time to hire managers but• never did,n Meeldn had to take ovel' leadership ofiv.iNLARS when 
- because there was not a manager on hand to do so, Had• hired managel's, they 
~ helped out with the tasks of hfring and fh-ing people and develo ing contracts with 
other vendol's, which contractors cannot do, With managers on board, would have been 
able to focus on some of• duties outside of MNLARS, but instea ended up spending 95% 
of• time on MNLARS. 

Meekin reviewed the 01·g ohart that - drew by hand. He identified no major · e1'rors and 
agreed therewel'e about 70 FTEs in th~ease Train," He estimates that up to 12 of them were 
State employees. ., -,-was a oontl'aoto1· and provided project 
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oversight. There were also scrum maste1·s and al.'chitects -p1'oviding oversight. One of the scm:tn 
masters (the1'e were between four and seven) was a State employee, Meekin disagrees that it was 
problematic to have contractors supervising the work of other oontractorn, This criticism flows 
from failing to understand the difference between line supervision and project supervision. 
Meeldn saw :MNLARS as a "well"organized project environment. rt> s what> s being done :in the 
industty, - said he couldn't wait to do this :in more places." The Agile/SAFe framework 
holds that'tiiis structure should result in programmers and developers receiving adequate 
guidance. - span of control was not too 1arge because there were 12 or ·fewer state 
employees reporting to•, 
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• om several.months. Meekin 
Meeldn states it was not his 

j and that - never 

Causation of software errors 
Meekin acknowledges there were e1'1'ors and inconsistencies in the softwal'e, but asserts thNdid 
not result ,from inadequate management 01· supervision. Rathel', he learned later that 
caused the errors by not enforcing decisions made by the project al'ohitects, - tol the 
software develope1's that they should "solve problemsu and that the architectural guidance they 
had received was not important. · 

Rollback was not an option 
There was no viable option fot reverting from MNLARS back to the old legacy system .if 
MNLARS failed at launch, All of the data in the legacy system had to be conve1ied into 
1v1NLARS. There was no feasible way to conve1t -it backward; wdting code to do that would 
have been monumentally costly, It was clearly communicated· and understood by all that there 
were no plans for a rollback. 

Audit reports and fin~ 
Meeldn w011ced with - to secure the setvices of SES, whioh examined project 
management and controls, risks, defects, and "everything short of code.'' Meeldn admitted that 
he read the SES audit repo1'ts as they wel'e submitted to the State, The investigator informed 
Meek.in that: 

• The SES audit reports, going back to the first qua1terly 1·epo1t in Decembe1· 2015, wamed 
about the risk of mnning out of tithe to plan for and complete testing befo1'e 11NLARS 
was released; 

• The auditrepo1ts continued to 1·eport on this 1·iskin June and December 2016; 

• . A March 2017 audit repo1t elevated the lack of time for testing fypm a "risk" to a project 
issue, 
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Meeldn dismissed the significance of the initial audit report by saying that initial software 
development audit reports routinely warn of the risk of funning out of time for testing, because 
testing is the last step in the process and it "always gets shorted/' Meeldn discounted the later 
1'isk 1·ep01ts based on the information he was taldng in at the meetings leading to the July 24 
release: People wel'e "genuinely enthusiasticH at the Go-live meeting; and the defect list showed 
less than 70 defects before the launch. "When we went live with [code version] 1.2, we had 
under 100 defects repotted with the business. That's a low number in the industt.-y. '' 

Meeldn was aware that SES had elevated the lack of time for testing from a J:isk to a project issue 
in March. however, said the defect list was "on track" and that they we1·e 
"good to go.', It was up to the technical and business tea1ns to ale1't Meekin if there we1·e 
problems with testing and they did not do so, so Meekin assumed that 1v.1NLARS was adequately 
tested and ready for release. 

Regl'ession testing . 
The investigato1· infotmed Meekin about Sogeti's 1·eport of testing through Novembe1· 9, 2017 
and its statement that full regression testing was not allowed for a span of 10 to 12 weeks before 
the Jllly 24 launch, The mvestigato1· furthe1· infol'med Mevkin that. Sogeti repo11:ed l'aising this 
concern to MNLARS management. 

Meekin stated that he leamed about the laok of testing late1; but did not know about it before the 
release, Meeldn does not deny that Sogeti brought this to his attention earlier, but he did not 
recall them doing so, and believes it would have jumped out "like a big red flag') if they had, 
Meekin was still 1·elying on the project team before the 1·elease of Version 1.2. If he had been 
presented with concerns about a lack of testing, he would have gone back to - and 
, othel's to consider it. Meekin himself would not send code out before it ha~ and 
assumed that the code for Version 1.2 had in fact been tested. 

Integration testing 
The :investigator asked Meekin to l'espond to cdtioisins that before the release of Ve1·sion 1.2, 
lvINLARS was only tested in components but not as an overall system. Meeldn explained that 
Hintegration testingH examines the functionality between systems in a software environment. 
Problems with the .functionality of Vel'sion 1.2 · that su1faced aftel' its release suggest that 
integration testing was not completed beforehand, although Meekin had no knowledge of this 
until 1ate1'. Meekin ass1.1red that integration testing was pe1formed before he allowed Version 1.1 Q 
to be released. · 

Load testing 
Meekin understood tha- caused something to be built on Amazon Web Services to subject 
MNLARS to load and test 1ts _pe1'forrnanoe before Vel'sion 1,2 was launched. Meekin explained 
that it is "supe1• hard" to conduct pe1formanoe testing; it should emulate the real world and most 
would agree that it is not possible to do so, Meekin believes that after Version 1.2 was released, 
Sogeti proposed creating a "full environment" fo1• testing. Meeldn was still negotiating with 
Sogeti ov()r the costs and steps necessary fo1· this wotk when he was placed on administrative 
leave, 
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User acceptance testing 
Meekin asse1ted that UAT is the most critical kind of testing, and DVS was responsible for 
ensuring that IvINLARS worked properly befol'e agreeing to accept it. Meekin qualified this 
asse1tio11 by saying that with the Agile framewo1'k, they tried to set aside such tigid delineations 
of responsibility, 

DVS did not adequately embrace their 1·esponsibilities for UAT, - 1•eported to Meekin in 
late 2015 or early 2016 that DVS had said they did not know how to conduot UAT; Meekin 
tesponded by modifying the Sogeti con.tract to include additional testing, and management of the 
UAT p1•ocess, Unde1· the modification, Sogeti would work with DVS for 12 to 18 months to 

. conduct UAT and train DVS .in how to take over the process in the future. Adding thls to the 
Sogeti contract maxed out to the work that could be assigned to them under State contracting 
rules, and Meekin infol'm.ed DVS that they would have to be pl'epal'ed to take over the work at 
the end of the contract. 

Although the contract with Sogeti was maxed out, this did not have an impact on the testing that 
could be completed fol' the 1·elease of Version 1.2, Meeldn understood the limitations on future · 
use of Sogeti would be felt when the lVINLARS team got to the point of testing driver services 
software at some futul'e date, 

Meeldn expressed frustration to that the1·e was 
no one from DVS who actually unde1·stoo some of the business prooessesJ such as mail-in 
registrations, that wel'e being included ln lv.INLARS, This 1·esulted in challenges in development 
and as well as testing. Meekin believes that DVS did not conduct adequate UAT because they 
believed that the qtJa1ity assurance testing conducted on the technical side would be adequate. 

Sogeti's ~nput 
Meek.in recalls that from Sogeti were at the 
final GoHlive meeting for Version 1,2 and did not 1·aise any con~ When Meeldn 
took over day-toHday ovel'sight and worked on Version 1.10, - wete "at the 
table" as decisions were being made. Meeldn added that Vel'sion 1.10 was their "best release 
from a defect standpoint - it was ou1· most tested l'elease," Meelcin deferl'ed the release in ol'det to 
complete testing, and that version became the main bl'anoh of code that was used fo1• future 
development. 

Disappointments with- · 
Meeldn feels - let'iiim'down and he is disa_ppointed in• Afte1• the MNLARS Iaunoh iu 
July, "the1·e were a lot of su1p1'ises when problems started smfaom~kept sayingthatthe 
situation was notmal and the pl'oblems were to be expected. Afte1· ~ one such statement, 

e~ressed that things were not going well and Meekin agreed, Meelcin wonders .if 
beoause • anticipated problems that .did not disclose to Meeldn. Meeldn 

relied on w~ told him during the project. Later., sha1·ed with 
Meek.in thatllllllbad "fooled [h:im] too,,, 
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The «thick)} palt of the system architecture is disappointi11g. - designed the system and 
autho1'ized the use of Miol'osoft Entity Fl'amewol'k, which automates some computei-­
programming tasks. It works gl'eat on smaller systems" but not on systems the size of MNLARS, 
and using it was a bad deo:ision that '~sucked up a lot of [ computing] power" when the system 
went live, Meekin assumed tha- would,have info1med him of a decision like thisj bu. 
did not do so. 

Meekin Sut'llllses that- was probably aware of pl'oblems with DVS's level of.engagement 
on the project but did not 1'eport it to Meekin, When. Meeldn retumed to his office after the 
Go/No-go meetin in A ril, he found Meekin is at a loss to 
understand why ; it should have been "the 
~iest day of the project." by saying• had finished what 
-oametodo, 
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make decisions on the project. This discussion coincided with Meekin's statetnent to the 
Com.:tnissioner's Office .that he needed to be 1·elieved of his res onsibilities at the Depa1'tment of 
Co1'.reotions 

Delay in hiring 
Meekin · a · eed 

Meeldn acknowledges that t ere was a~p between 
when , and when he started working to fill the vaoan~1·eated by• deprutut'e. 
Meekm~s on y explanation for the gap was that his efforts to hire• "got delayed'' and that 
~ is difficult. Meekin submitted a position desol'iption to Human Resomoef? to 1·eplace 
- and was in the process of maldng an offer to a candidate on November 9, 2017whenhe 
was placed on investigatory leave. · 

Staffing table 
Meekin acknowledges that SES asked to see a staffing table that showed gaps in pt'ojeot staffing. 
Meekin maintains that there was in fact a staffmg sp1·eadsheet and that· SES l'eviewed it on a 
regular basis. 
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Expectations and communications about timing 
The Rally system was used to track the wol'k planned fol' lv.INLARS and when it would be 
completed, It was up to the business side to communicate information out of Rally to 
stakeholders who wanted to know when they could expect MNLARS to be delivered, 

Aloofness to details 
The investigator informed Meeldn that others had observed him _prefer.ring to be at the "20,000 
foot lever' and reluctant to dive into the details. Meeldn did not disagree with the obse1'Vation but 
explained :instead that he was spread very thinly with all of his responsibilities and only bad so 
much time, He also indicated that he has a "strong pbilosophy'l that othe1·s sometime disagreed 
with-that he would not do others' jobs fo1• them. If a subordinate asked Meekin a question, he 
might tell the subordinate that it was his or he1· job to figul'e out the answer . 

.Perception of deferenc- -
The :investigato1· info1med Mee cm of others' obsel'vation that he seemed to be overly deferential 
- and would not reviewll decisions, Meekin did not disagree with the observation. 
~e explained that he was hesitant to ovm1·ide any decisions that -made, He 
believed that doing so W?uld undermin. authority as a manager, 

Issues with BCA 
-and Meekin had a "ve1y big" business disagreement with the BCA ove1· the use of 
production data for testing. Meekin attended meetings wit1IIII and the BCA m an. attempt to 
find a resolution, In the end, :MNLARS provided the BCA with p1'oduction data fo1' testing, 

Meekin feels this is typical of how the BCA responds-they 
adaman y demand things, and when they don't get the:it way, they complain that they al'e not 
being heard. Meekin declined to become involved in some of these disagl'eements because they 
involved diso1·ete details; he responded by saying, "You guys gotta go figure that out.'' · 

After MNLARS went livel the B CA complained for the fb'st week 01· so about data e1To1·s that 
resulted from a "small piece of code that needed to be changed." There were 20 people 
participating in the phone c~mferenoes that were held after the release. Meelcin spoke to the 
complaining individual- in a sepal'ate conversation, Mee1dn explained that they had muoh 
more pressing issues to deal with from the system perspective., and asked if they onu1d come 
back to that problem, This deescalated the situation and seemed to resolve it. ' 

Defect repair and handsMon involvement 
Following the July 24 launch, - was doing "fast turnal'ounds,, on new releases to deal with 
defects. It was "vel'Y soal'i' because the1'e was only time for ":minimally acceptable testing,, and 
they did not have many automated test scripts, They went through a thl'eeMweek cycle of "wiite 
the code-test it-deploy it. u 
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Around the beginning of September, Meekin became frustrated with the way that - was 
pl'iol'itizing work and took a hands"on role with defect management. - was ~ 
team, but Meeldn was setting prio1·ities. Around the middle of September, -
- and Meek.in went "downstairs" to the production £1001' and sta11:ed "digging in" with the . 
teams, The p1·ojeot architects expressed frustration that - had been overriding their 
architectu1·al recommendations. Meekin appointed - as tb:e chief arohitect, which had been 
-· Meelcin began disaggregating and reassigning ~ties. Meeldn 
"empowel'ed the teams,, and t~hm. MeeldntoidJIIII not to make · 
decisions aboutthep!'ojectafter_, • 

With Mee.kin: at the helm of the development teams, they quit doing code l'eleases for about tlu.'ee 
weeks in ol'der to ensure that Version 1.10 was of sufficient quality before it went out­
was "fru.stJ:ated beyond belief' by the decision to slow down the pace of releases to focus on 
quality, but Meekin wanted to ensure they did not 1'egress the system. The1'e wel'e a couple of 
times after the 1·elease ,of Version 1.10.1 that they had to do emergency fixes ovel' the lunch hour, 
These repairs were "laser-.focused on one issue." The decision to ex.eout-e rapid 1·epah's 1·esulfod 

· from a deliberate balancing ofrisks) and there was still a minimal level ofte.sting, . 

THIS AREA INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
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STATEMENT OF SUBMISSION' 

The investigator deems this investigation to be complete with the submission of this report. 
Authorized officials of Minnesota IT Services may contact the :investigator fo1• additional details 
01· claiifioation, 

Dated: Feb1·ua1-y 8, 2018 Respectfully subroitted1 
~, ,p ~ 
(_J.Ar,,':'".JJ f "'r,tv--
William J, Everett 
Evel'ett & Vandel'Wiyl, PLLP 
100 Center Dl'ive 
Buffalo, lVIN 55313 
(7 63) 682 .. 9 800 
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